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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: An 
amendment was suggested that would clarify that the enzyme being transformed into the plants reduces the amount of 
choline in the transformed seeds. It was pointed out that such an amendment has support in the specification at page 
16, lines 8-15, for example. Further, it was pointed out that "said substrate" in claims 86 and 94 lacks proper 
antecedent basis in the claims as the independent claims no longer recite a substrate. Mr. Schwartz agreed to an 
examiner's amendment adding the suggested language to claims 83 and 89 and cancelling claims 86 and 94. . 



